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3ED  DOMESTIC  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  PROGRAM 

ount  Dome  Planning  Unit 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND   MANAGEMENT 
REDDING  DISTRICT  OFFICE 

355  Hemsted  Drive 
Redding,  California  96001 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


(CA-030) 


Dear  Reviewer: 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes  to  implement  a  livestock  grazing 
program  on  37,595  acres  of  public  grazing  land  in  the  Mount  Dome  area  of 
northern  California.     The  overall   objective  is  to  improve  vegetation 
condition  and  improve  forage  production  for  multiple  use  on  a  sustained 
yield  basis.     Components  of  the  proposed  action  include: 

(1)  Adjustments  of  authorized  livestock  use; 

(2)  Introduction  of  grazing  treatments;  and 

(3)  Range  projects  and  facilities,   including  vegetation  manipu- 
lation and  construction  of  reservoirs,  fencing,  pipeline,  and 
a  water  tank  and  troughs. 

Intensity  of  these  components  varies  under  five  alternative  plans.     En- 
vironmental   consequences  of  each  of  the  alternatives  are  described   in  an 
introductory  summary. 

The  Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  for  Grazing  Management  in  the 
Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit  was  made  available  to  the  EPA  and  the  public  on 
September  19,  1980.     Because  no  major  revision  of  the  Draft  EIS  was 
required,  this  final    EIS  is  limited  to  the  comments  received  on  the 
Draft  EIS,  responses  to  those  comments,  and  minor  revision  and  correc- 
tions.    This  document  should,  therefore,  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the 
previously  published  Draft  EIS. 

For  further  information  contact: 

Mr.  Jan  Miller 
Siskiyou  Area  Manager 
355  Hemsted  Drive 
Redding,   CA     96002 
Telephone:     (916)   246-5400 

Comments  on  the  final    EIS  should  be  received  by  this  office  no  later 
than  in  order  to  be  considered   in  the  subsequent 

decision  process. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Sta/rTe'y  D.   Butzer 
District  Manager 
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CONSULTATION,   COORDINATION,  AND  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

PUBLIC   INVOLVEMENT 

Following  the  initial   development  of  alternatives  for  the  Mount  Dome 
Livestock  Grazing  Management  Plan  and  prior  to  preparation  of  the  re- 
lated EIS,  public  involvement  was  promoted.     Through  the  media  and  using 
a  mailing  list  of  79  agencies,  79  groups,  and  92  individuals,  the  public 
was  notified  of  the  proposed  action  and  of  planned  public  meetings. 
Thirty-five  of  those  notified  indicated  a  desire  to  remain  on  the  EIS 
mailing  list. 

During  November,  1979,  public  meetings  were  held  in  Dorris  and  Tulelake, 
California.     Twenty  individuals,  representing  seven  Mount  Dome  livestock 
operators  and  four  agencies,  attended  and  assisted  in  identifying  concerns 
to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS.     In  addition,  during  the  preparation  of  the 
Draft  EIS,  Redding  District  personnel   consulted  informally  with  individuals 
associated  with  interested  public  agencies  and  groups. 

On  March  13,  1980,  further  information  on  the  EIS  was  sent  to  parties  on 
an  updated  Mount  Dome  mailing  list  and  released  through  the  media.     The 
information  included  the  identified  concerns  and  a  re-statement  of  the 
five  alternatives,  including  improvements  and  forage  allocations  by 
allotment.     There  was  one  response  to  this  information,  from  the  attorneys 
for  the  American  Horse  Protection  Association,  who  expressed  opposition 
to  reduction  in  size  of  the  wild  horse  herd. 

The  Draft  EIS  was  filed  with  the  Environmental   Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
on  September  19,  1980.     A  Federal   Register  Notice  was  published  and 
copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  were  subsequently  distributed  to  the  public  with 
a  stated  review  period  ending  November  3,  1980. 


AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS,  AND  PERSONS  TO  WHOM  COPIES  OF  THE  DRAFT  AND 
FINAL  EIS  ARE  SENT: 

Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  the  Interior 

National  Park  Service 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Water  and  Power  Resources  Service 

Department  of  Agriculture 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Bonneyville  Power  Administration 

California  State  Agencies 

Office  of  Planning  and  Research  -  State  Clearinghouse,  which  distributes 
copies  to: 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Water  Resources  Department 

Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 

Lands  Commission 

Air  Resources  Board 

Native  American  Heritage  Commission 

University  of  California,  Agriculture  Extension  Service 

Office  of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Local   Governments 

Board  of  Supervisors  and  Department  of  Agriculture,  Modoc  and 

Siskiyou  Counties. 
City  Council    of  Dorris 
City  Council   of  Tulelake 

Other  Organizations 

Butte  Valley  Chamber  of  Commerce 

California  Association  of  Four  Wheel   Drive  Clubs 

California  Cattlemen's  Association 

California  Native  Plant  Society 

California  Natural   Areas  Coordinating  Council 

California  Wool   Growers  Association 

College  of  the  Siskiyous 

Glass  Mountain  4  Wheelers 


McCandless  &  Barrett  (Attorneys  for  American  Horse  Protection 

Assoc,   Inc.) 
Modoc  County  Cattlemen's  Association 
National   Audubon  Society 
Natural   Resources  Defense  Council 
Northern  Counties  Wildlife  Conservation  Association 
Northern  Klamath  River  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co. 
Pacific  Power  and  Light  Co. 
Planning  and  Conservation  League 
Shasta  Cascade  Wonderland  Association 
Sierra  Club 

Siskiyou  County  Cattlemen's  Association 
Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance 
Institute  of  Ecology,  Butler  University 

Indiana  University,  School   of  Public  and  Environmental   Affairs 
Colorado  State  University  Library 

Individuals  and  Businesses 

EIS  Livestock  Operators 

Redding  District  Advisory  Council  Members 

Boyd  Pitman 

Willis  Slavens 

Barbara  Powers 

Cheewa  James  (Patti   Easterla) 

J.  Tom  Meador 

David  D.  Smith  and  Associates 

Wes  Truax 

Karen  Ferguson,  Elanco  Products  Co. 

Norman  Fiock 

Craig  Johnson 

Cynthia  Lehigh,  Environmental  and  Technology,  Inc. 

Environmental  Impact  Services 


COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSE 

As  of  December  5,  1980,  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  had  been  received  from 
14  sources.  All  or  portions  of  some  comments  received  pertain  to  the 
proposed  action  rather  than  the  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  matter  of  record  through  publica- 
tion in  the  final  EIS  and  will  be  considered  when  decisions  on  the 
management  program  are  made.  Comments  that  question  impact  analysis  or 
data,  present  new  information,  or  raise  questions  directly  bearing  upon 
the  implementation  of  alternatives  have  been  given  an  appropriate  res- 
ponse. Comments  and  related  responses  are  identified  by  the  number  of 
the  comment  letter  and  the  number  of  the  comment  in  that  letter. 
Comment  letters  are  numbered  according  to  their  order  of  receipt. 


COMMENT  LETTER  1 


Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

WASHINGTON      2042S 


IN  REPLT  n€wtn  TCM 


September   29,    1980 


iUr'^AU   CT    L*N3    VIQ.'.IT. 

\\  HCEi  V  ED 

Ms.    Jan  Miller  -~"  3     !020 

Siskiyou  Area  Manager 

3  55   Herasted   Drive  srssina  OiSTKST 

Redding,    California      96002 

Dear  Ms.    Miller: 

I  am  replying  to  your  recent  request  to  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  for  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Proposed  Domestic  Livestock  Grazing 
Program  —  Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit.   This  Draft  EIS  has  been 
reviewed  by  appropriate  FERC  staff  components  upon  whose  evaluation 
this  response  ia  based. 

This  staff  concentrates  its  review  of  other  agencies'  en- 
vironmental impact  statements  basically  on  those  areas  of  the 
electric  power,  natural  gas,  and  oil  pipeline  industries  for 
which  the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  by  law,  or  where  staff 
has  special  expertise  in  evaluating  environmental  imoacts  in- 
voled  with  the  proposed  action.   It  does  not  appear  that  there 
would  be  any  significant  impacts  in  these  areas  of  concern  nor 
serious  conflicts  with  this  agency's  responsibilities  should 
this  action  be  undertaken. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  statement. 

Sincerely, 


Jack  H.  Heinemann 

Advisor  on  Environmental  Quality 


COMMENT  LETTER  2 


October  20,198o 


#tf 


Stanley  D.  Butzer 
Oiatrict  Manager 
BLM  Redding  District 
355  Hemated  Drive 
Redding,  Calif.   96001 

Dear  Sir; 

E^pKn2j  Stle'pfrt!   °n   ^^  RUiUnS    U3t   f«    the    ™   M— 

T* l!Tl  sP*n^in3  a  |Jumb5r  of  hours  of  reading  and  study  of  this  reoort 
I  feel  that  your  »  Moderate  Use  Alternative^  -'  will  giveui  the  bS«t  ' 
use  of  the  some  37,000  acres.  3C 

wildeh^n»  °f  ^  CattIe  rancher3  ^  always  complained  about  the 
s°"3*8  Lon?  aV  •«  remember,  it  still  pleases  me  to  come 
across  a  band  running  free,  and  hope  they  win  still  be  around  *T 
run  free  tor  my  great  grand  children  to  see. 

past  yea^s"!  "  ^  B°8t  ComPrehen3iva  «f  any  that  I  have  read  in  the 

May  I  take  this  opportunity  to  thank:  all  you  men  and  women  that  snent 
many  days  gathering  this  information,  and'to  those  of  y"  tSt  compiLd 


With  kindest  personal  regards,!  am 


Sincerely  yours, 
ill, 


\ 


tU%^ 


Ralph  W.  Mohr 
Ranch  of  the  Wind  Mill 
91  Dennis  Lane   KRCE 
Hornbrook,  Calif.   96044 


COMMENT  LETTER    3 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


3-1 


GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

RESTON.  VA.  22091 


OCT  2  4   198Ci 


Memorandum 
To: 


4 


District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Redding,  California 


OCT  2  4  I98Q 


Through:  Assistant  Secretary— Energy  and  Minerals. 

From:    Director,  Geological  Survey 

Subject:  Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  for  domestic  livestock 
grazing  management  program.  Mount  Dome  Resource  Area,  Siskiyou 
and  Modoc  Counties,  California 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  statement  as  requested  in  your  notice. 

We  recommend  that  information  on  the  chemical  and  biological  character- 
istics of  water  in  the  natural  lakes  and  stock-water  reservoirs  should 
be  obtained  In  order  to  assess  the  potential  for  pollution  from  livestock 
grazing  (p.  2-16).  Such  data  would  be  useful  1n  assessing  any  potential 
for  adverse  effects  on  ground-water  quality,  especially  where  stock-water 
reservoirs  provide  ground-water  recharge. 


^Jt-WmiafiH  Menard 


One  Hundred  Years  of  Earth  Science  in  the  Public  Service 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  3 

3-1  Based  on  the  lack  of  anticipated  effects  on  water  quality  identi- 
fied during  the  EIS  scoping  process,  no  inventory  of  chemical  or 
biological  water  quality  was  carried  out.  The  Redding  District 
Hydrologist  has  indicated  that  there  are  no  physical  indications 
that  water  quality  levels  are  unacceptable  for  the  identified 
beneficial  uses.  Ground  water  recharge  in  the  Mt.  Dome  area  should 
not  be  affected  to  any  degree  by  the  levels  of  biological  pollution 
attributed  to  livestock  numbers  associated  with  the  proposed  action 
or  alternatives.  It  is  not  common  for  biological  pollution  to 
reach  ground  water  levels  in  rangeland  hydrology  due  to  the  infil- 
tration capacity  of  the  soils  and  the  depth  to  water. 


COMMENT  LETTER   4 


Rmou/cm  Building 

1416  NrntH  Sti-Mt 

95814 

(9161  4*5-5656 

Dcpartmtnt  oi  CortMrvation 
Deoartrmnt  of  ?>v\  and  Game 
D«o*rtrr*«m  of  Forestry 
Oto»nmtnt  of  Soeong  tnd  Wjierwav* 
0«M/tm*m  of  Parki  And  Recreiuon 
0«DW1m«ni  of  Wmr  Resource* 


EDMUND  G.  BROWN  JR. 
GOVERNOR  OF       | 
CALIFORNIA 


THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  OF  CALIFORNIA 
SACRAMENTO.  CALIFORNIA 


Mr.  Stanley  D.  Butzer 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
355  Hemsted  Drive 
Redding,  CA  96OOI 

Dear  Mr.  Butzer: 


Cjilfomn  Co4l(jl  CornmiitJon 
California  Coniervanon  Caro* 
Colorado  River  eoaro 
Energy   ReiOureet  Con»«rvailon 

ano  Oevelooment  CammiiHon 
Regional  Water  Quality 

Control  Boardi 
San  Ffinciico  Bay  Contervation 

*na  Oeveloomeni  Com  mini  on 
5olla  Waste  Winmmini  Boara 
Slate  Coeitai  Conservancy 
State  Land!  Commimon 

'ila<*    Reclamation    tJ(j*(U 

State  wmr  Resources  Control 
Boara 


OCT  2  3  1320 


4-1 


4-2 


4-3 


The  State  of  California  has  reviewed  the  environmental  impact 
statement  on  Livestock  Grazing,  Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit,  sub- 
mitted through  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  in  the 
Governor's  Office. 

The  State's  review,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Pari-  II 
of  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-95  and  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  I969,  was  coordinated  with  the  Depart- 
ments of  Conservation,  Fish  and  Game,  Parks  and  Recreation,  and 
Water  Resources;  the  Air  Resources  and  State  Water  Resources  Con- 
trol Boards;  and  the  State  Lands  Commission. 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DFG)  comments  that  it  has  an  agree- 
ment with  BLM  for  a  "National  Cooperative  Land  and  Wildlife  Manage- 
ment Area"  for  22,000  acres  of  the  Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit   There- 
fore, before  a  final  report  is  issued,  DFG  would  like  to  meet  with 
BLM  staff  to  discuss  the  relationship  between  the  grazing  proposal 
and  the  agreement. 

If  there  are  no  conflicts  between  the  grazing  oroposal  and  the  agree- 
ment, DFG  would  support  the  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative 
DFG  especially  supports  the  proposed  rest-rotation  grazing  system. 

The  report  points  out  (page  3-10)  that  the  public  lands  are  scattered 
in  small  tracts  surrounded  by  lands  that  may  or  may  not  be  managed 
for  wildlife.   Since  the  ownership  pattern  may  make  these  isiards  of 
public  land  of  more  critical  importance  for  wildlife,  DFG  cannot  agree 
with  the  conclusion  drawn  in  the  report  (that  actions  on  public  lands 
may  be  insignificant). 

The  proposed  manipulations  of  Juniper  and  dead  mahogany  may  hav*  more 
severe  adverse  Impacts  on  deer  than  suggested.  These  habitats  are  Im- 
portant thermal  and  escape  cover.  DFG  requests  an  ooportunity  to  re- 
view each  manipulation  proposal  on  a  project-by-project  basis. 


COMMENT  LETTER    4 


4-4 


Page  2 
S.D.  Butzer 


In  several  Instances,  the  report  failed  to  mention  sage  grouse. 
They  should  be  mentioned  in  the  wildlife  discussion  beginning  on 
page  3-10.   Sage  grouse  are  found  in  the  following  locations: 

Allotment  3b  -  There  is  a  strutting  ground  In  this  allotment. 

Allotment  10a  and  10b  -  There  is  a  remnant  population  on  the  north 

and  south  tablelands.   Both  areas  are  used 
in  the  summer  for  brooding.   10b  is  used 
as  a  wintering  area. 

The  report  should  note  that  these  areas  are  important  to  sage  grouse. 

Questions  regarding  these  comments  should  be  directed  to  A.E  Naylor 
Regional  Manager,  DFG,  Post  Office  Box  146*0,  Redding  96099  or  (916) 

The  State  greatly  appreciates  having  been  given  an  opportunity  to 
review  this  report. 


V\*V^CL. 


Sincerely, 

(__^JAMES  W.  BURNS 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Resources 


cc:  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
(3CH  80091004) 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  4 

4-1  The  Bureau  will  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  on  all  projects  in  the  Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit. 

4-2  The  public  land  does  not  provide  all  life  cycle  requirements  for 
all  species  found  in  the  EIS  area.  Some  public  lands,  however,  may 
provide  habitat  for  certain  species  that  have  small  home  ranges; 
therefore,  public  lands  play  an  important  role  for  these  species. 
While  the  alternatives  may  have  a  site  specific  affect  on  species 
with  life  cycles  limited  to  public  land,  these  effects  are  insigni- 
ficant when  compared  to  total  populations  and  total  habitat  in  the 
Mt.  Dome  EIS  area.  See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for  page  3-10 
which  clarify  the  significance. 

4-3  Although  areas  within  the  proposed  juniper  and  mahogany  manipula- 
tions are  excellent  thermal  and  escape  cover,  the  distance  between 
this  cover  and  adjacent  suitable  food  sources  is  enough  to  signifi- 
cantly reduce  deer  use  of  these  areas.  The  BLM  plans  to  incorporate 
the  principles  described  by  Bright  (1977)  and  Lecken  (1977)  to 
minimize  negative  impacts  on  deer  in  manipulated  areas.  Also  see 
Response  4-1 ,  above. 

4-4  Text  revised.  See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for  pages  2-35  and  3- 
11.  There  is  some  confusion  between  the  Tablelands  North  and  South 
Allotment  and  the  Big  and  Little  Tablelands.  Big  and  Little  Table- 
lands are  two  geographic  features  located  in  the  Tablelands  North 
Allotment.  Telephone  conversations  with  California  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  representatives  indicate  that  their  reference  to 
Allotment  10a  and  10b  for  the  North  and  South  Tablelands  should 
read  as  Allotment  10b  for  the  Big  and  Little  Tablelands  (see  DEIS, 
Map  2-4,  page  2-21) . 


n 


COMMENT  LETTER  5 


Donald  E.  Ericson 

P.  0.  Box  827 

Dorris,  California  96023 


November  7,  1980 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Redding  District  Office 
3SS  Hems  ted  Drive 
Redding,  California  96001 

Reference:  EIS-Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit 

Proposed  Domestic  Livestock  Crazing  Program 

Subject:  Comments  to  above  reference. 

Attention:  Mr.  Jan  Miller 

Siskiyou  Area  Manager 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

Regarding  our  discussion  on  October  30,  1980  pertaining 
to  above  referenced  report  the  following  is  set  forth  for 
your  further  consideration. 

Ir»LEIf  Rep°rt  iS  certainly  inclusive  of  all  aspects  of 
,11a      °£.  lmP°rta?«  "  this  area  and  is  in  general  very 
good.   The  remarks  made  by  me  herein  are  based  on  conversations 
£?  "?!  r°Vhe  ?ther  lives"ck  operators  in  the  arealnd 
are  attempted  to  be  a  cross  section  of  the  expressions  made 
Some  thoughts  will  be  my  own  and  will  be  so  stated 

In  gen 
with  t 
in  AUM 
Hopefu 

reflec 


In  our 
a  bull 
no  sma 
bull. 


eral  we  all  s&em  to  prefer  the  "Moderate  Use  Alternative" 
he  exception  that  if  there  is  to  be  a  percentage  cut 

3  that  it  be  an  across  the  board  on  all  leases 
Uy  in  3  years  after  a  range  re-evaluation  areas  may 
t  a  possibility  for  a  return  to  present  use  basis. 

grazing  allotments  no  cow  unit  should  be  without 
and  therefore  to  be  a  economical  unit  it  should  be 
Her  than  a  measure  of  20  or  22  AUM's  including  the 


ir   !JS  S  I   acwllduhorse  herd  of  16  horses  is  the  smallest 
it  should  be  for  the  welfare  of  the  herd  and  to  probably 
Stay  at  the  herd  count  of  20  is  just  fine.   To  keep  the 

ii  ^S     area  is  fine  with  me  and  t0  be  sure  to  have 
all  SLM  inner  gates  opened  at  the  end  of  the  resoective 
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COMMENT  LETTER  5 


-2- 

lease  periods  for  game,  horses  and  people  access  and  all 
other  gates  indentified  and  closed. 

The  improvements  suggested  with  the  Moderate  Use  Alternative 
sound  great  and  with  the  added  suggestion  by  some  to  obliterate 
a  few  of  the  roads  to  let  it  become  less  penatrable  by  vehicles. 

The  idea  of  broadcast  burning  is  highly  questionable  by 
several  of  us.   We'd  suggest  a  mechanical  clearing  of  the 
dense  areas  defined  and  then  a  burn  of  the  cleared  material 
under  controlled  conditions. 

A  very  much  needed  item  is  the  improvements  to  all  of  the 
water  basins  and  inflow  accesses  to  same.   This  type  of 
improvement  would  not  only  benefit  the  commercial  livestock 
but  the  game  and  horses  as  well.   I'd  suggest  a  re-evaluation 
■of  the  deversion  ditch  that  flows  toward  Red  Rock  lakes 
to  be  sure  it  does  in  fact  flow  into  the  lakes.   This  would 
aid  in  the  increased  water  level  and  water  quality. 

The  cultural  resources  mentioned  in  the  report  are  difficult 
to  control.   They  are  valuable  and  should  be  left  in  tact. 
I'd  suggest  that  signs  be  placed  at  the  normal  entrances 
indicating  the  penalty  for  theft  from  government  property. 


Separ 
for  t 
the  1 
way  o 
re-al 
is  a 
lives 
have 
lease 
to  CO 
match 
state 
use  o 
horse 


ately  I'd  1 
he  lease  as 
ease  descri 
ff  from  the 
ign  the  fen 
great  deal 
tock  due  to 
been  many  y 

holder  and 
nform  to  th 

the  fence. 

of  repair, 
f  the  lease 
s  and  wildl 


ike  to  request  that  the  lease  boundry  fence 
signed  to  me  be  re-aligned  to  coincide  with 
ption.   The  east  and  north  east  fence  is 

legal  description  in  the  contract.  I  would 
ce  if  the  BLM  would  flag  the  boundry.  There 
of  territory  that  is  not  accessable  to  my 

natural  barriers.   In  so  much  as  there 
ears  of  lease  payments  made  by  the  prior 

myself,  I'd  prefer  the  fence  be  changed 
e  lease  rather  than  the  lease  changed  to 
A  great  deal  of  this  fence  is  in  a  bad 
A  proper  alignment  would  allow  me  better 

area  and  better  access  trails  for  the 
ife  to  the  available  water  spots. 


Respectfully , 


fe^^Uit 


Donald  E.  Ericson 

Lease  holder  and  livestock  operator. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  6 


in  beplv  neFEn  ro. 


6-1 


6-2 


PSW  200 
DES  80/58 


Memorandum 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

IIIKII  \(.l:  CONS!  KVVTION  ANI3  RliCRKA  FlON  SIRVIO. 

I'M' IRC  SOUTHWEST  REGION 

SAN  l-'RANCISCn.  CALIFORNIA  'UlDJ 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Box  35062 

OCT29  BQ0 


f°:       District  Manager,  8ureau  of  Land  Management 
Redding  District  Office,  California 

From:      Regional  Oirector,  PSWR0 

Subject:    Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  Proposed 
Domestic  Livestock  Grazing  Management  Program 
for  the  Mount  Come  Resource  Area,  Siskiyou  and 
Modoc  Counties,  California  (CA-030). 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  offer  the  following 
comments  for  your  consideration. 

General  Comments 


We  find  the  discussion  of  recreational  and  visual  resources 
and  predicted  project-related  impacts  to  be  adequate. 

We  suggest  specific  clarifications  for  the  cultural  resources 
monitoring  program  proposed  in  the  draft  environmental  statement. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  proposed  monitoring  program,  to  identify  natural  and 
livestock-Induced  deterioration  of  significant  cultural 
resources  (pages  1-17  and  1-18)  should  be  more  clearly  defined 
Factors  Currently  Affecting  Cultural  Resources  (page  2-43) 
suggest  that  many  cultural  resources  have  been  substantially 
altered  and  are  no  longer  in  their  "original"  condition 
(page  1-18).  The  proposed  monitoring  program  to  evaluate 
six  sites  annually,  should  be  divided  into  3  disturbed  and 
3  undisturbed  resource  areas  of  National  Register  quality 
We  also  suggest  that  the  1980  condition  designated  as  the" 
baseline  for  comparison  of  grazing  impacts  may  be  more 
correctly  defined  as  "present"  rather  than  "original" 
(page  1-18). 
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COMMENT  LETTER  6 


6-3 


6-4 


-2- 


Standard  Implementation  Procedures,  page  1-15,  should  include 
a  statement  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  confirming  compliance 
with  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (between  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  National  Conference  of  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officers,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management) 
regarding  the  Livestock  Grazing  and  Range  Improvement  Program. 

Speci  fie  Comments 

Pages  GL  1-4,  Glossary:  We  suggest  that  the  following  terms 
be  included  in  trie  Glossary: 

Wildlife  Guzzler  (pages  2-43) 
Anathermal ,  ali thermal,  and 
Medithermal  (climate  types,  page 
2-39). 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document. 


cc: 


REO,  USOI,   PSWR 

DECR,   HCRS,   WASO,   W750 

Advisory  Council   on  Historic  Preservation 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  6 

6-1  The  EIS  is  not  the  appropriate  place  to  display  a  detailed  plan  of 
the  cultural  resources  monitoring  program.  Specific  nuances  in  the 
plan  may  well  depend  on  the  management  decision.  The  Rangeland 
Management  Decision  Document,  which  follows  the  final  EIS,  will 
address  monitoring  in  more  detail. 

6-2  Text  Revised.  See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for  page  1-18. 

6-3  Stipulation  Number  1  of  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Understand- 
ing was  met  prior  to  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  copies  of  the 
reports  were  filed  with  the  SHPO  in  1978  and  1979.  Also  see  Revi- 
sions and  Corrections  for  page  1-15. 

6-4  Text  revised.  See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for  pages  2-39  and  GL- 
4. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  7 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
'' "*0""  REGION  IX  '...•'. 

21 S  Fremont  Street  ''  "-  '"''■' 


San  Francisco.  Ca.  341  OS 


Project    f,D-BLM-K65042-CA 


f^"ley    D-    Butzer,    District    Manager 
Redding    District   Office 
355    Hemsted    Drive 
Redding,    California      96001 

Dear   Mr.    Butzer: 


:',"'f/r:  ,,, 


'  ■:  0 
'980 


3 1  OCT  1380 


The    Environmental    Protection   Agency    (epa)    has    -r.i,^ 
reviewpH    t-ha    n— -£i.    r,       •  r^)  =  in_y    icrAi    nas    received    and 

counts    SiU   b^ubU*^    "   hrp^era^^i:^'    in"    ^'j 
ance   with  our   responsibility   to    inform"he   public  of  our=° 

ci«n    AirTr3^   ?ederal    A"10nS    -der   sL^ion      09    on    the 
e"A"f'     ,0ur   Procedure    is    to   categorize   our   comments 

JnH    rfA   aPPre=iates    the   opportunity    to   comment   on    this    DEIS 
sfate^r^^Iva^l^e3.^   ^    PiMl   ^—l^mpaT 


If    you   have   any  questions    regarding   our 
contact    Susan    Sakaki,    BIS    Review   Coordi 


(415)    556-7858. 
Sincerely  youps, 

.4(„ 


r  comments,  please 
nator,  at 


Sheila  M.  Prindiville   '"' 
Acting  Regional  Administrator 

Enclosure 
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COMMENT  LETTER  7 


7-1 


7-2 


7-3 


Water  Quality  Comments 

1.    In  view  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  proposal 

to  implement  an  improved  grazing  management  program  for 
the  Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  to 
demonstrate  that  the  components  of  the  program  are 
•  consistent  with,  and  incorporate,  the  recommendations  of 
the  water  quality  plan  developed  by  BLM  pursuant  to 
Section  208  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.   BLM's  208  Plan, 
approved  by  EPA  on  December  19,  1979,  included  Best 
Management  Practices  (BMP's)  tor  grazing  and  recreation. 
Additionally,  it  is  EPA's  understanding  that  BMP's  for 
mining,  silviculture,  roads  and  construction,  and  wildlife 
management  were  to  be  developed  by  BLM  as  a  continuation 
of  Section  208  Planning.   The  FEIS  should  discuss  the 
relationship  of  the  proposed  grazing  management  program 
to  the  BLM  water  quality  plan;  BMP's  recommended  in  the 
203  Plan  should  be  incorporated  as  part  of  the  mitigation 
strategies  developed  for  the  proposed  management  program. 

The  DEIS  (pg  1-15)  indicates  that  under  limited,  moderate, 
and  exclusive  uses,  ten  reservoirs  would  be  constructed  to 
provide  water  and  to  facilitate  even  forage  utilization 
over  larger  areas.   The  FEIS  should  indicate  the  location  of 
each  of  the  reservoir  construction  sites,  the  size  and 
capacity  of  each  reservoir,  and  the  impacts  on  soil  and 
water  resources  in  both  the  short  and  long  term. 
Additionally,  the  FEIS  should  identify  clearly  the 
sources  of  water  for  the  reservoirs  and  discuss  how 
reservoir  capacities  will  be  maintained  to  meet  the 
management  program  objectives. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  7 


E2S  CSTBSOKir  CODES 

Environmental  Impact  o£  the  Action 

LO— lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objection  to  the  proposed  action  as  described  in  the  draft  impact  statement; 
or  suggests  only  minor  changes  in  the  proposed  action. 

ER— Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain  aspects  of 
the  proposed  action.  EPA  believes  that  further  study  of  suggested  alternatives 
or  modifications  is  required  and  has  asked  the  originating  Federal  agency  to 
reassess  these  aspects. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory  because  of  its  potentially 
harmful  effect  on  the  environment.  Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that  the 
potential  safeguards  which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect  the 
environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.  The  Agency  recommends  that 
alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed  further  (including  the  possibility  of 
no  action  at  all) . 

Adequacy  of  the  impact  Statement 

Category  1 — Adequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  proposed  project  or  action  as  well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available 
to  the  project  or  action. 

Category  2 — Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain  sufficient 
information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project 
or  action.  However,  frcm  the  information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able  to 
make  a  preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on  the  environment.  EPA  has 
requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  information  that  was  not  included 
in  the  draft  statement. 

Category  2 — Inadequate  ! 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  adequately  assess  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action,  or  that  the  statement 
inadequately  analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.  The  Agency  has 
requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the  potential  environmental 
hazards  and  has  asked  that  substantial  revision  be  made  to  the  impact 
statement. 

If  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no  rating  will  be  made 
of  the  project  or  action,  since  a  basis  dees  not  generally  exist  on  which  to 
make  such  a  determination. 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  7 

7-1     Text  revised.     See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for  page  1-1.     The  BLM 
resource  management  analysis  and  Management  Framework  Plan,  which 
generated  the  proposed  action,  incorporated  those  BMP's  for  grazing 
identified  in  the  BLM  208  Water  Quality  Report.     Many  of  the  BMP's 
recommended  by  the  BLM  report  were  already  implemented  in  the 
existing  grazing  management  for  the  Mount  Dome  allotments.     The  BLM 
intends  to  comply  with  and  incorporate  208  Water  Quality  Planning 
into  management  decisions  as  staffing  and  funding  allow. 

7-2     See  Response  7-1.     Site  specific  BMP's  will  guide  development  of 
specific  management  decisions  and  any  mitigation  required. 


7-3     See  Revisions  and  Corrections  to  glossary,  page  GL-3,  to  define 
"reservoir"  as  a  water  storage  facility.     Although  the  approximate 
size  and  location  of  these  facilities  have  been  estimated  (DEIS 
Table  3-4,  page  3-7  and  Map  1-2,  page  1-11)   the  specific  feasibil- 
ity, size,  type  and  location,  would  be  determined  in  the  future. 
The  source  of  water  for  these  reservoirs  would  have  to  be  from 
excess  unappropriated  surface  runoff.     Although  these  facilities 
would  allow  more  uniform  forage  use,  no  additional    forage  produc- 
tion was  attributed  to  these  projects  in  the  Draft  EIS.     Environ- 
mental  consequences  of  these  specific  actions  would  be  assessed  as 
noted  in  the  Draft  EIS  (page  3-1,  "Assumptions  and  Analysis  Guide- 
lines"). 
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COMMENT  LETTER  8 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
DAVID  R.  BELDING 
JACKC.  McELWEE 
GORDON W   HARRIS 
HELTON  P.  MOURAS 
GERTRUDE  8R0NN.  Hononry 
la  M*«M>n«m 

LOUISE  C.  HARRISON 

VELM  A  S.  JOHNSTON.  "Wild  Hnrse  Ann.. 


Jan   Miller 

Siskiyou  Area   Manager 
355  Herastad   Drive 
Sodding,    California  96002 


WILD  HORSE  ORGANIZED  ASSISTANCE 

INC. 

A  Foundation  (or  the  Welfare  of 

Wild  Free- Rooming  Horses  «nd  Buitos 


P   O    box  l» 
Reno.    Ne»uii    «<>in4 
Telephone    HMOOR 

Area   Code    "02 


8-1 


Eastern   Representative 

Kathryn  Cushra.un 

Box  26 

Canterbury,  New  Hampshire  0322<* 

October  28,  198O 


He  1   Proposed  Domestic  Livestock  Grazing  Management  Program  SIS 
for  the  Mount  Dome  Resource  Area 

The  following  comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  Wild  Horse 
Organized  Assistance,  a  national,  nonprofit  organization.   «'« 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposal. 


ill 


iv, 


WHOA  vehemently  opposes  reducing  the  ned  dock  wild  horse 
herd  from  20  to  16  animals.   This  is  the  only  herd  in  the 
EIS  area.   Population  dynamics  have  not  been  determined. 
The  Tonopah  (Nevada)  DEIS  states  that  20  horses  Is  not  a 
viable  herd.   How  can  the  proposal  to  reduce  a  herd  of  20 
to  16  be  Justified?   Please  explain.     In  the  Pryor  fountain 
wild  horse  area  it  is  indicated  that  75  animals  is  the 
minimum  number  for  breeding  a  healthy  viable  herd.  (p.  3-9) 

In  light  of  the  seeminjly  arbitrary  decision  to  reduce  the 
horse  herd  from  20  to  16  animals,  I  would  suggest  maintaining 
the -herd  as  it  is,  let  the  herd  increase  as  It  will  for:the 
next  two  years.   No  reduction  should  be  undertaken  until 
some  research  is  done  regarding  population  dynamics,  natality, 
morta-llty  and  herd  grazing  patterns.   The  horse  herd  should 
be  allocated  the  AUM's  necessary  during  the  study  period. 
All  but  one  of  the  ranchers  with  allotments  In  the' horse  area 
are  Involved  in  Allotments  outside  the  herd  area  so  could 
move  rather  than  eliminate  their  cattle. 

The  Exclusive  Use  alternative  Is  totally  tmacceptable  as  is 
the  No  Action  alternative.  ■  3oth  call  for  removal  of  all 
wild  horses.   Both  proposals  are  inconsistent  with  the  Wild 
and  Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  as  amended  by  the  Public 
Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978.   The  proposals  are  also 
inconsistent  with  multiple  use. 

.  The  primitive  use  alternative  summary  refers  to  the  fact  that 
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COMMENT  LETTER  8 


1-9. 


1-17. 


8-2 


2-11 


2-26, 


8-3    | 

8-4 


8-5 


3-9. 


3-13. 


larger  livestock  operations  depend  little  on  oubllc  g~azir-   -: 
and  it  is  thought  that  smaller  operations  use  lives tick  Sizing 
as  a  supplement  to  other  income  sources.   "a'l<oinaC1  m   of 
livestock  grazing  would  have  insignificant  effects  Of  most 
individual  operators  and  the  economy  of  the  SIS  area."   would 
It  not  be  possible  in  the  horse  herd  allotments  to  reduce 
livestock  so  that  the  horse  herd  could  be  allowed  to  Increase 
in  size  to  Improve  viability?   This  could  be  incorporated  into 
the  moderate  use  alternative.   WP.0A  ultimately  prefers  to 
see  the  herd  Increased  to  the  maximum  number  possible. 

Any  thinning-  of  juniper. should  be  carefully  studied  in 
order-that: wild. horses  and  wildlife  not  be  deprived  of"  vital 
shade,  wind  breaks  and  cover.  '         VUai 

Annual  age  and  sex  ratio  monitoring  of  the  horse  herd  is  an 

b" lllTS   ProgOSal*   Macallt^  a"d  mortality  rates  should  also 
be  studied.   However,  no  reductions  should  be  made  until 
some  reliable  data  is  available  as  to  population  dynamics. 
■fflOA  strongly  reccomnends  allowing  the  herd  to  -rC 
the  maximum  number  of  k?    if  at  all  possible.     "  " 

"The  most  deteriorated  range  is  20  Acres/AUM  Vn  some 
areas  used  by  the  ned  Hock  horse  herd."   Does  the  fe-cMc 
within  the  area  affect  the  horses  migration  or  grazing  "patterns 
forcing  them  to  remain  in  certain  areas?   Ar»  those  arsis' 
that  are  "most  deteriorated"  also  used  by  livestock''   Please 
explain.  *.=*»»«> 

It  is  stated. that  the  reproductive  rate  results  1»  an 
average  of  one  foal  per  ten  adults  oer  year.'  It  would 
appear  that  the  herd  is  managing  itself  in  terms  of  numbers 
This  is  a  low  rate  of  Increase  most  likely  due  to  the  poor 
condition  of  the  range.   Nothing  is  mentioned  regarding 
mortality  or  natality  within  the  herd.   Certainly  the  n°ed 
I  or  research  is  indicated  before  any  removal  is  proposed. 

Fence  construction  as  proposed  ( mao  1-2)  would  allow 
grazing  treatments  to  be  implemented.   Two  areas  within 
the  horse  range  would  be  fenced.   How  would  this  additional 
fencing  effect  the  horses?  "  ' 

rfHOA  strongly  objects  to  the  removal  en  one  band  of  horses 
as  proposed  to  reduce  the  herd  from  20  to  16.   The  extri  he-n 
is  vital  to  the  herd  as  a  whole.   Any  reduction  of  a'h/rdas 
small  as  this  is  unnecessary.   Livestock  car.  be  removed  if' 
necessary  as  suggested  at  the  top  of  this  page. 

How  could  the  removal  of  k   wild  horses  make  a  difference 
in  trampling  at  water  source  sites?   The  effect  of  16  horses 
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COMMENT  LETTER  8 


8-6  | 


■3- 


would  seem  to  be  essentially  the  jane  as  chat  of  20 
there  any  livestock  in  this  area? 


3-15 


The  "anticipated"  decline  of  Carnxe    in  the  horse  h 
should  be  prevented  by  reducing  livestock,  competl  t'l 


8-7  I 


3-31. 


Removal   of    the   wild   horse   herd    is   arainst    federal 
Ware  ••the   herd    removed,    there    is   a.   992  chance    that 
be    irreversible.      This    organization   knows    of   no    1" 
which   wild   horses    from    other   sources    were    rs'ntrodu 
an   area   from   which    they   had    beer.;  removed    or    chased 

A  gre<\t  deal  of  information  is  given  regarding  th°-  w 
horse  herd  in  this  draft  SIS.  The  most  important /and "no 
necessary  information,  is  lacking.  Research  is  best  done 
reducing  a   herd,    whether    it    be    horses. or   wildlife. 

Thank   you    for    the    opportunity    to   comment    on    the   Grazlns: 
Management    Program   £15    for" the    Mount    Dome    Resource   Area. 


erd   are"1, 
on.  ■ 

law . 

t    would 
tances  'in 
cad  ..into   ■ 

out .      "    •  • 

lid 

st  ' 
before  ~  ' 


Sincerely,  ;_  "".*"  "' "  '••-- 

^v-^-r-  vll-H£ ''"'' — ('"  : v;' 

Kathryn  Cushman  '" 

Eas  te  rn  He p rese n ta 1 1  ve  ,**W ild-  Horse. . 

Organized  Assistance 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  8 

In  response  to  the  overall  concern  of  the  letter,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  reduction  of  the  herd  size  from  20  to  16  under  the 
moderate  use  alternative,  is  not  necessarily  the  only  course  of 
action  open.  Under  the  five  alternatives  described  in  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  size  of  the  herd  considered  varies  from  0  (elimination) 
through  16  and  20  to  47  (maximum  supportable  with  no  livestock 
competition).  These  alternatives  provide  management  with  a  variety 
of  options  (and  analysis  of  each  option)  for  consideration  in  the 
final  decision. 

8-1  The  purpose  of  the  EIS  is  not  to  justify  proposed  actions  but  to 
describe  and  analyze  their  consequences.  On  pages  3-9  and  3-10  of 
the  Draft  EIS,  a  herd  size  of  16  is  noted  as  being  "less  than 
adequate  for  optimum  viability". 

8-2  See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for  page  2-27  for  clarification  of 
the  influence  of  fences  on  horses.  The  deteriorated  range  is  used 
by  both  wild  horses  and  cattle.  See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for 
page  2-11 . 

8-3  There  is  inadequate  information  to  accurately  indicate  mortality  or 
natality  within  the  herd.  See  DEIS,  page  2-24,  "Herd  Character- 
istics", first  paragraph,  last  sentence. 

8-4  See  Response  8-2. 

8-5  The  removal  of  4  wild  horses  would  have  an  approximately  propor- 
tional effect  on  trampling.  Compared  to  the  present  herd  size  of 
20,  the  effects  of  reduction  would  be  slight. 

8-6  Wild  horses  and  cattle  do  use  common  areas  near  water  sources 

during  the  two  to  three  month  livestock  grazing  season.  See  DEIS, 
pages  2-27  (paragraph  3),  2-23  (Table  2-6),  and  1-10  (Table  1-4). 

8-7  Removal  of  a  wild  horse  herd  is  not  against  federal  law.  In  the 
preamble  to  PL  92-195,  Congress  indicated  that  wild  horses  "are  to 
be  considered  in  the  area  where  presently  found,  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  natural  system  of  the  public  lands".  The  Draft  EIS  did 
consider  the  herd  in  that  regard.  Further,  Section  4  of  that  act 
specifically  directed  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  arrange  for 
removal  of  free  roaming  horses  and  burros  which  stray  onto  privately 
owned  lands.  As  shown  in  the  DEIS,  page  2-23,  Table  2-6,  about  20% 
of  the  herd's  range  is  on  private  land. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  9 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


1522  K  Slreet.  NW 
Washington.  DC  20003 


Raply  lo: 


Lako  Plata  South.  Suite  616 
44  Union  Boulevard 
Lakewoocl.  CO  80228 


October  30,  1980 


Mr.  Stanley  D.  Butzer 
District  Manager 
Redding  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
355  Hemsted  Drive 
Redding,  California   9&001 

Dear  Mr.  3utzer: 


'320 


9-1 


Thank  you  for  your  request  of  September  26,  I960 
environmental  statement  (DES)  for  the  proposed  Li 
Mount  Dome  Flanaing  Unit,  California.   Pursuant  t 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  and  the 
"Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties" 
determined  that  your  DES  does  not  contain  suffici 
historic  and  cultural  resources  for  review  purpos 
following  data  indicating  compliance  with  the  Pro 
Agreement  which  was  executed  between  the  Bureau, 
of  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers,  and  the 
ratified  January  lU,  1980. 


'or  comments  on  the  draft 
vestock  Grazing  Program, 
o  Section  i02(2)(C)  of  the 

Council's  regulations, 
(36  CFH  Part  800)  ,  we  have 
ent  information  concerning 
es .   Please  furnish  the 
grammatic  Memorandum  of 
the  National  Conferences 
Council,  and  which  was 


In  order  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (l6  U.S.C.  Sec.  UTOf ,  as  amended,  90 
Stat.  1320) ,  the  environmental  statement  must  demonstrate  that  either  of 
the  following  conditions  exists: 

1.   No  properties  Included  in  or  that  may  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  are  located  within  the  area  of  ■ 
environmental  impact,  and  the  undertaking  will  not  affect  any  such 
property.   In  making  this  determination,  the  Council  requires: 

a.  evidence  that  you  have  consulted  the  latest  edition  of  the 
National  Register  (Federal  Register,  March  18 ,  I960,  and  its 
monthly  supplements); 

b.  evidence  of  an  effort  to  ensure  the  identification  of  properties 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register,  including 
evidence  of  contact  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SH?0),  whose  comments  should  be  Included  in  the  final  environmental 
statement  (FES).  The  SHP0  for  California  is  Dr.  Knox  Mellon. 
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Page  2 

Mr.  Stanley  D.  Butter 
Mount  Dome  Planning  Unit 
October  30,  1980 


2.   Properties  included  in  or  that  nay  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register  are  located  within  the  area  of  environmental  impact ,  and 
the  undertaking  will  or  will  not  affect  any  such  property.   In  cases  where 
there  will  be  an  effect,  the  FES  should  contain  evidence  of  compliance  with 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  through  the  Council's 
regulations. 

The  Council  considers  the  DES  to  be  incomplete  unless  it  demonstrates 
compliance  with  Section  106  or  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  a 
copy  of  which  is  enclosed  for  your  information. 


Should  you  have  any  questions, 
23!*-l*o46,  an  FTS  number. 

Sincerely, 


please  call  Charles  M.  Nicuette  at  (303) 


Loui^jj^-'Vall 
ChieTT  Western  Division 
of  Project  Review 

Enclosure 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  9 

9-la.    The  latest  edition  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(Vol.  45,  No.  54)  dated  March  18,  1980,  has  been  consulted  and 
there  are  no  sites  located  within  the  area  which  would  be  affected 
by  the  proposed  action. 

9-1 b.    The  Class  I  and  Class  II  inventories  (see  DEIS,  page  2-36, 
Data  Base,  including  Revisions  and  Corrections)  were  conducted 
prior  to  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS  to  identify  properties 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  as  well  as  the  potential  for 
such  properties.  Although  no  comment  was  received  in  response  to 
the  copy  of  the  Draft  EIS  sent  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  (SHPO)  through  the  State  Clearing  House,  coordination 
between  the  BLM  and  SHPO  on  Mount  Dome  will  continue.  There  are 
numerous  proposals  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  would  require  site  speci- 
fic environmental  assessments.  It  is  upon  individual  projects  that 
the  EA's  would  be  done  and  specific  mitigation  included.  At  that 
time,  a  copy  of  the  project  plan  and  potential  effects  to  cultural 
resources  (in  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  as  amended) 
will  be  sent  to  the  SHPO  for  approval.  It  is  not  within  the  scope 
of  this  EIS  to  include  detailed  cultural  resource  mitigation  for 
every  project  proposal . 
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COMMENT  LETTER  10 


Wildlife  Management  Institute 

709  Wire  Building,  lOOOVermom  Ave..  N.W..  Washington.  DC.  20005  •  202  fHT< 1774 


DANIEL  A.  POOLE 
Pttlidtnl 

L.  R.  IAHN 

VKvPrcHdeM 

I.  I.  WILLIAMSON 

5*c/crj/y 

IACXS.  parwr 


% 


■c 


October  30,  1.980 


District  Manager  f 

Sureau  of  Land  Management 
355  Hemsted  Drive 
Redding,  California  96001 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  is  pleased  to  comment  on  PROPOSED 
DOMESTIC  LIVESTOCK  CRAZING  PROGRAM,  MOUNT. DOME  PLANNING  UNIT,  California. 

From  a  wildlife  standpoint:,  we  choose  the  Limited  Use  Alternative 
over  the  preferred  Moderate  Use  Alternative.  This  planning  unit  is  adja- 
cent Co  Che  Tule  Lake  and  Lower  Klamath  National  Wildlife  Refuges  and  Che 
Lava  Beds  National  Monument.   By  creation  of  these  special-use  areas  the 
Congress  has  given  special  wildlife  recognition  and  emphasis  to  this  pare 
of  California.   We  believe  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the 
Forest  Service  lands  should  give  like  wildlife  recognition  to  their  adja- 
cent lands  as  a  management  buffer  and  to  provide  for  species  diversification. 

It  is  likely  chat  Che  preferred  alcernacive  could  accomplish  this 
with  one_major  change:   provision  of  wildlife  as  the  priority  use  and 
escabllshmenc  of  che  micigacion  principle  of  resolving  conflicts  in  favor 
of  wildlife. 

1  p>  -I         On  page  1-16,  Mitigation  Principle  115    (Antelope  fences)  ,  change 
-I'-'- J.  |  "vhere  antelope  are  present"  to  "containing  antelope  range." 


These  remarks  have  been  coordinated  with  William 
Institute's  Western  Representative. 

Sincerely , 


Morse,    the 


/£a*+u£  &&&£*-. 


Daniel  A.  Poole 
President 


DAP:lbb 


DEDICATED  TO  WILDLIFE  SINCE  1971 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  10 

10-1  Text  revised.  See  Revisions  and  Corrections  for  page  l-li 
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COMMENT  LETTER   12 


United  States  Department  op"  Agriculture 

FOttEST  SERVICE 

630   Sansome   Street 
San   Francisco,    California     94111 


Mr.   Jan  Miller 
Siskiyou  Area  Manager 
355  Hcmsted   Drive 
Redding,    California      96002 
L 

Dear  Mr.    Miller: 

We   have    reviewed    the   Draft   EIS    for    the   Proposed   Domestic  Livestock 
Crazing   Program  on    the  Mount   Dome    Planning   Unit. 

From   the  macerial   presented,    the   grazing   reductions   envisioned    in 
the   Moderace    Use   Alternative    (preferred)    appear   unjustified. 

■JO     I       I   Vegetative    types    under   the   current   program  are   stable   or    improving 
-1-^     -I-     I   slightly.      Soil    loss   and  water   quality   are  not    issues   on    the  Mount 

Dome   Unit.      Crazing   capacities    are   computed   using   an    allocatable   forage 
based   on   a   reservation   of   SOZ'for   plant   health   and   vigor,    watershed 
cover,    aesthecics,    and   general  wildlife   purposes.      Your   report   indicates 
J_2~2         a  safe   lavel  °£   use   co  be  near  60x    (che  Exclusive  Use  Alternative). 
The   proposed  management    practices    (vegetative   manipulation,    fencing, 
and  grazing  systems)   will   provide    for   continuing   improvement. 

We   would    therefore    favor   an   alternative   between   Moderate   and   Exclusive 
but   leaning    toward   the  stocking   levels   under  Exclusive    (4799   AUMs). 
This    recommendation   only  has   meaning    in    light   of    the   data   presented 
in  your   report   under   Table  2-5.      Public   lands   and   activities   which    take 
place    there   are   inextricably   linked   with   other    federal   lands.      The 
ranchers   move    in  many   cases    from   public  lands    to    Forest   Service   admini- 
stered  lands   and  back.      Decisions   on   one   ownership   affect   activities 
on   all  ochers. 

For    this    reason,    we    favor   an   approach    to    these   decisions   which    involve 
all   ownerships    and    the   achievement   of    Individual    resource   objectives 
In   a   coordinated  manner. 

We  are   ready   to  enter   into  a  joint  effort   in  solving   land  and  resource 
management    decisions   on    the  Mount    Dome   Unit   by    including    the   considera- 
tions  and  opportunities   on  contiguous   Forest  Service   administered  lands 


'vbR-^ZANE   GT    SMITttT  JR. 
Regional    Forester 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  12 

12-1  Range  Ecological  Trend,  as  indicated  in  the  DEIS,  Table  2-2,  page 
2-10,  is  presently  22  percent  improving,  43  percent  declining,  and 
35  percent  stable. 

12-2  In  the  analysis  of  the  exclusive  use  alternative  on  page  3-29,  it 
was  indicated  that  a  63  percent  utilization  rate,  including  treat- 
ments and  projects,  "would  bring  plant  communities  into  a  stable 
trend,  with  present  range  ecological  condition  reflecting  no  apparent 
change".  The  exception  would  be  the  1700  acres  from  which  juniper 
would  be  removed  and  where  condition  would  improve.  Although  this 
would  be  an  improvement  over  the  present  situation,  it  would  not 
meet  the  objectives  stated  in  the  DEIS,  on  page  1-1. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  13 


/p— J\     United  Slates 
n^^/     Agriculture 


Soil 

Conservation 

Service 


2828  Chiles  Road 
Davis,  CA 
95616 


Mr.  Stanley  D.  Butzer 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
355  Hemsted  Drive 
Redding,  Cal ifornia  95001 

Dear  Mr.   8utzer: 


(916)    758-2200 
November  7,   1980 

^UHEAU  OF  UUNO  MGMI 

RECEIVED 
NOV  l4iggo 

REDOING.  DISTRICT 


ItfrJmin^nf  *rvat1on  S*r?lC*  haS   rev1ewed   th*  draft  environmental    impact 

Plann^c  Unlr       uPr°red^0mf  f|C  11vestock  ^zing  Prog™*  for   the  Mount  Dome 
Manning  Unit.     We  offer  the  following  coirments: 


There  will  be 


no  impacts  upon  prime  land.  There  appears  to  be  no  conflict 


13-1 
13-2 

13-3 


13-4 


with  proposed  SCS  projects. 

We  question   the   impact  of  permanent  deferment  of  livestock  nrazinq  on   the 
bit^T   ^    -ln   tHe  read0WS-      fJ0  ment,'on   is  made  °f  enhinc     g  wa  erfowl 

rWnr,^2  *  ^T?16    l    '  Cheat9"ss  Allocation.      Allocation  of  20%  of  the 
SS  «2  5S*  Pr°ductl0n  as   ^ditional   AUM's  will    result  in  more  pressure  being 
put  on  the  native  perennial   grasses.     The  perennials  start  earlier  than 
cneatgrass   and  would  receive  grazing  pressure  during   the  use  period  of  chest 
-grass.     Cheatgrass   fluctuates  widely  in  production   from  year  to  Jear       This 
procedure  could  lead  to  overgrazing.  y 

?,nb1»i!n^3aMDExaS,ple   H   "  Add1tl'ona1    Squirreltail   Allocation  for  North 
Tablelands  AMP.     Because  some  sites  have  41%  squirreltail   and   the  ranqe  site 
'hf  "SSI™  S3yS   5*  in  exce]lent  condition,   additional   AUM's  are  allowed  for 
the  addition*     squirreltail.     We  think   this   to  be  an   improper  interpretation 
or  a   range   site  description,   since   it  would  result  in  more  heavy  use  of  the 
Soled"  " "•  P,ant$-     ThSre  1S  a  dan9er  °f  ^stocking   the   r  ng fu     n       his 


We  appreciate   the  opportunity   to  review  and  comment  on    this   program. 


g,  -^.j.  ci/js—    j^jfr- 
'fRANCIS  C.H.    LUM         / 
State  Conservationist 

cc:     Norman  Berg,  Chief,   SCS,   Washington,   0  C 
Bill  Webb,  AC,   SCS,   Red  Bluff,  CA 


/\         Th«  Sail  Coni«rv«lion  flwvte* 
>*_•       0*O«/lm«rtt  of  AgricvUy,, 


SCS-AS- 1 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  13 

13-1  See  comment  4-4,  page  11,  for  location  of  and  impacts  to  sage 
grouse. 

13-2  As  indicated  in  the  Draft  EIS  (pages  1-9  and  2-9),  present  and  pro- 
posed aquatic  vegetation  would  be  protected  by  fencing.  Nesting 
islands  and  platforms  presently  exist  in  the  Red  Rock  Lake  which  is 
entirely  under  BLM  administration.  The  proposed  reservoirs  would 
be  too  small  to  support  effective  nesting  islands. 

13-3  Plant  phenological  investigations  in  the  EIS  area  indicate  that 
cheatgrass  begins  growth  in  most  years  prior  to  native  perennial 
grasses.  An  exception  is  Sandberg's  bluegrass  which  begins  greenup 
5  to  15  days  earlier  than  cheatgrass. 

Cheatgrass  germinates  in  the  fall  and  grows  rapidly  until  cold 
temperatures  in  November.  The  young  plants  then  remain  dormant 
during  winter  and  resume  growth  in  early  spring  when  higher  tempera- 
tures first  prevail.  Similar  observations  have  been  documented  by 
G.  Stewart  and  A.C.  Hull  as  quoted  in  "Cheatgrass  (Bromus  tectorum)" 
by  Klemmedson,  James  and  Smith,  Justin,  1964.  This  "headstart"  in 
growth  is  apparently  a  major  reason  why  the  cheatgrass  is  available 
for  forage  prior  to  most  perennial  grasses  in  the  EIS  area. 

To  prevent  overutilization  of  the  native  perennial  grasses  due  to 

the  fluctuation  of  cheatgrass  production  from  year  to  year, 

20  percent  of  the  annual  production  was  used  instead  of  50  percent. 

13-4  The  situation  in  the  North  Tablelands  AMP  is  unique  in  that  the 
majority  of  the  allotment  has  gone  from  poor  to  fair  ecological 
condition  as  shown  by  ten  years  of  monitoring  data.  Even  with  the 
additional  AUMs  assigned  for  the  unusually  high  concentration  of 
squirreltail ,  livestock  use  under  the  moderate  use  alternative 
would  still  be  20  percent  less  than  present  use.  Previous  observed 
improvement  plus  this  proposed  reduction  in  use  leads  to  prediction 
of  continued  overall  improvement  on  the  allotment. 

As  described  in  the  Draft  EIS  (pages  1-16  and  1-17),  vegetation 
response  to  management  practices  would  be  monitored.  Adjustments 
may  be  made  if  monitoring  indicates  that  desired  objectives  are  not 
being  achieved. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  14 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  Si.  HUMAN  SERVICES 


PuOlic  Health  Servico 


Washington  OC  20201 


October    31,    1980 


Stanley   D.    Butzer 
U.S.    Dept.   of   Interior 
'Bureau  of  Land   Management 
Redding   District   Ofrloe 
Redding,    CA       96001 

Dear   Mr.    Sutzer: 


■Q   ' 


X    % 


*\ 


& 


Following    are   our   comments   on    your    Draft    Environmental    Impact 
Statement  -   Proposed    Domestic   Livestock   Grazing    Program   Mount   Dane 
Planning    Unit. 

This  document  does   not   appear   to   be   directly  related    to   FDA   interests 
However,    we   offer    for   your   consideration    sane   general   comments    and    a 
few  minor   specific   comments   on   various    aspects   of   this   document. 

General  Comments 

First,    for    the   specific    land    areas    the    proposed    action   would    affect 
the   coverage   this  document   attempted   was   considerable.      The   DEIS 
attempted   a   thorough  listing   of  the   resources    in    the   area   and 
addressed    the   potential    Impacts  of   the    five   alternatives  on   each  of 
these   resources.      Overall,    the    preferred    alternative  did    seem    to 
maximize   the   long-term   environmental   benefits   while  minimizing   the 
short-term  detrimental    economic   effects. 

The    alternatives   were   relatively   well-defined   and   their   respective 
Impacts   seemed   adequately  addressed.      This   attempt    to   take  a   long-term 
view  of   possible  methods   to   restore   and    improve   the   quality  of  the 
environment   while   at   the   same   time   Implementing   the  multiple-use   and 
sustained-yield   goals   was   commendable   and   overall   seemed   quite 
successful . 

Specific  Comments 

1.  In   the   summary  and    the   body  of  the   text,   there  were   places   where 
it   was  difficult    to   readily  determine   where  one   subject   had   ended   and 
another   had   begun.      For   example,   either   Increasing   the   spacing   between 
or  specifically  numbering   the   respective   alternatives    in   the  summary 
and    text  would  more   clearly  define   where   one   alternative  had   ended   and 
the   next   had   begun. 

2.  Your  method   of  pagination   was   awkward    to    follow.      A  simple 
sequential  numbering  of   pages   (irrespective  of  the  chapter)    would 
be   an   effective   alternative. 
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Page   Two 

3.     While   the   fold-out  maps   were   treated   as   regular   pages,   they 
were  not   specifically  numbered   as   such.      Perhaps    they  should   be   so 
numbered,   as   your   List   of  Maps   did    refer   to   them   via   page  numbers. 

In   sunmary,   we   feel   this  document   represents   what   appears   to  be 
an   effective  attempt   to   address   the  numerous   issues    involved   and 
integrate   the  various   elements    into  a   unified   approach.      Your   access 
to   such  a  diverse   and   apparently  well-qualified   source  of  preparers 
is   reflected  by   the   scope  of   your    DEIS. 


r 


Slncerel y    yours , 


John   C.    Matheson,    III 
Acting    Chief, 
Environmental    Impact   Staff 
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REVISIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS 

Chapter  1,  page  1-15,  Standard  Implementation  Procedures,  Number  3, 
after  the  second  sentence  add,  "Prior  to  grazing  program  decisions  and 
implementation,  the  BLM  will   insure  compliance  with  the  Programmatic 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  Between  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  The  Advisory  Council   on  Historic  Preservation,  and 
the  National   Conference  of  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  regard- 
ing the  livestock  grazing  and  range  improvement  program."     (In  response 
to  comment  6-3.) 

Chapter  1,  page  1-16,  second  paragraph  (Number  5),  last  line,  change 
"where  antelope  are  present"  to  "containing  antelope  range."     (In  res- 
ponse to  comment  10-1.) 

Chapter  1,  page  1-16,  at  the  end  of  the  section  on  "Standard  Implemen- 
tation Procedures"  add: 

"7.  Within  budget  constraints,  all  actions  not  previously  planned 
to  conform  with  the  BLM's  plan  pursuant  to  Section  208  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  including  best  management  practices,  will  be 
brought  into  conformance."     (In  response  to  comment  7-1.) 

Chapter  1,  page  1-18,  first  sentence,  change  "original"  to  "present." 
(In  response  to  comment  6-2.) 

Chapter  2,  page  2-11,  last  paragraph,  second  sentence,  add  the  words 
"used  by  livestock"  after  the  word  "range".     (In  response  to  comment  8- 
2.) 

Chapter  2,  page  2-27,  first  paragraph,  add  the  following  sentence: 
"Fences,  because  they  are  frequently  low  enough  to  be  jumped  by  horses, 
and  ga-tes,  because  they  are  closed  only  during  the  two  or  three  month 
livestock  grazing  season,  do  not  limit  the  herd's  range."     (In  response 
to  comment  8-2.) 

Chapter  2,  page  2-35,  before  section  on  "RECREATION",  add  the  following 
section; 

"Sage  Grouse 

"California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  information  indicated  that  there 
are  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  on  the  Porterfield  Ranch  II  lease 
(allotment  8b,  Map  2-4).  In  addition,  the  Tablelands  North  lease  (allot- 
ment 10b,  Map  2-4)  provides  summer  brooding  habitat  on  the  Big  and 
Little  Tablelands  and  wintering  habitat  in  the  lower  southeastern  portion 
of  the  allotment."  (In  response  to  comment  4-4.) 

Chapter  2,  page  2-36,  "CULTURAL  RESOURCES,  Data  Base,"  at  end  of  second 
paragraph,  add  "These  reports  identify  the  historic  and  cultural  pro- 
perties of  the  public  grazing  lands  in  the  EIS  areas."  (In  response  to 
comment  9-1 .) 
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Chapter  2,  page  2-39,  first  paragraph,  first  sentence,  after  "(1)  changing 
climate"  delete  "(anathermal  ,  alithermal  and  medithermal)".  (In  response 
to  comment  6-4.) 

Chapter  3,  page  3-11,  before  section  on  "Other  Terrestrial  Wildlife", 
add  the  new  section,  "Sage  Grouse  .     In  the  Tablelands  North  allotment, 
understory  vegetation  density  would  benefit  sage  grouse  nesting  and 
brooding  on  the  Big  Tablelands.     The  Little  Tablelands  may,  over  the 
long-term,  provide  enough  sagebrush  to  support  nesting.     The  lower 
southeastern  portion  of  the  allotment  would  continue  to  provide  suitable 
wintering  habitat."     (In  response  to  comment  4-4.) 

Chapter  3,  page  3-10,  second  paragraph  in  section  entitled  "Wildlife", 
change  third  sentence  to  read,  "Public  land  may  be  a  small   part  of  the 
animal's  habitat  and  effects  of  the  proposed  alternative  would  be  insig- 
nificant in  relation  to  total    populations  of  species  in  the  EIS  area." 
(In  response  to  comment  4-2.) 

Glossary,  page  GL-3,  add,  "Reservoir— A  facility  for  the  storage  of 
water."     (In  response  to  comment  7-3.) 

Glossary,  page  GL-4,  add  "Wildlife  Guzzler— A  devise  composed  of  a 
collecting  apron  and  storage  tank  that  collects  and  stores  water  for 
wildlife  during  periods  when  naturally  occurring  water  sources  are 
unavailable."     (In  response  to  comment  6-4.) 
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ERRATA 

Chapter  1,  page  1-7,  Table  1-2,  on  line  "Deferred  -  Seasonal  (two  pastures)" 
under  column  "Year  2,  Fall"  add  "A". 

Chapter  1,  page  1-16,  in  utilization  rates  of  key  species  in  the  next  to 
last  paragraph  for  Needle  and  Thread  (Stipa  comata)  change  "20%"  to 
"50%". 

Chapter  2,  page  2-10,  Table  2-2,  for  Tablelands  South  in  the  "poor" 
column,  change  "66"  to  "166". 

Chapter  2,  page  2-47,  next  to  last  line,  change  "low"  to  "cow". 

Appendix  B,  page  B-l ,  change  column  heading  "Distance  Up  Slope"  to 
"Distance  To  Water"  and,  immediately  under  that,  change  "40  miles"  to 
"4.0  miles". 
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